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Amendments to the Drawings: 

Three replacement drawings sheets are attached that replace Figures 1-7. 
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REMARKS 

In the Office Action, the drawings are objected to for not including reference number 
"48" and for being difficult to read. In addition, claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite, claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12 and 14 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,617,534 to Goff et al., and claims 5, 
7, 11 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goff et al. in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,300,852 to Kato. Also, claims 3 and 9 are indicated as being 
allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph. 

By the present amendment, claims 1, 8 and 11 are amended to address the rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. No claims are canceled or added. That leaves 
claims 1-14 are pending in the application with claims 1 and 8 being independent. 

The rejections imder 35 U.S.C. 102(a) and 103(a) are respectfully traversed. In 
summary, Goff et al. fails to disclose, teach or suggest a contact assembly stalk that moves 
both vertically and laterally, or a stalk that has a tip portion extending outside of the housing. 
Each of the rejections is addressed in detail below. 

Objection to the Drawings 

The drawings are objected to for failure to include reference numeral "48" and for 
being difficult to read. In response, three drawing replacement drawing sheets are attached 
hereto replacing figures 1-7. Applicants note that Fig. 5 of the third replacement drawing 
sheet includes reference numeral "48." In view of the replacement drawing sheets. 
Applicants request that the objection to the drawings be withdrawn. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph 

Claims 1-7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for unclear language. In response, independent claims 1 and 8 are amended to clarify that it 
is the stalk portion of the stalk that is within the housing. Claim 1 is also amended to 
eliminate the objected to recitations of "adapted to." Applicants have also reviewed the 
remaining claims and found no indefinite language. Dependent claim 11 is amended to 
correspond to the amendment to claim 8. 

In view of these amendments, claims 1-7 and 8-14 are believed to be definite. 
Therefore, the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, should be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 102 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12 and 14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,617,534 to Goff et al. However, Goff et al. fails to disclose, 
teach, or suggest a contact assembly with a stalk that moves both vertically and laterally, as 
recited in independent claim 1. Instead, Goff et al. discloses a knob 52 for a windshield 
wiper lever that includes a slide 58 that is movable only along one axis, that is it is moveable 
laterally within the knob 52 but not vertically. 

More specifically, the slide 58 of Goff et al. includes a cam or tip portion 72 and a 
conductive member 60 that has a contact extending therefi-om for engagement with a board 
54. The cam portion 72 of the slide 58 is in constant contact with detents 76 of the knob 
inner wall, as seen in Fig. 4. A spring 66 and a stop 70 maintain the slide 58 in constant 
contact with the detents 76. As the knob 52 is pushed, both the knob 52 and the slide 58 
move simultaneously until the contact of the member 60 of the slide 58 engages the board 54 
to initiate an automobile function. See col. 1, lines 33-40 and 61-66. At no time during this 
movement does the slide 58 move vertically. 
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The knob 52 of Goff et al. can also be rotated to trigger an automobile function. When 
the knob 52 is rotated, the knob engages and rotates a contact slider 69 which includes a 
conductive member that engages the substrate 54. See col. 5, lines 65-67, and col. 4, lines 1- 
3. During this rotational movement of the knob 52, the detents 76 of the knob rotate so that 
the cam portion 72 of the slide 58 engages different detents 76. The shde 58 remains 
vertically stationary and only moves laterally to ride along the detents 76. See col. 6, lines 28- 
36. Therefore, the slider 58 of Goff et al. only moves laterally and is vertically stationary 
when the knob 52 is either pushed or rotated. 

Anticipation requires that every limitation of a claim must identically appear in a prior 
art reference. See Gechter v. Davidson, 43 U.S.P.Q. 2d 1030, 1032 (Fed. Cir. 1997). It is 
clear that the limitation of a stalk that is moveable both vertically and laterally does not 
identically appear in Goff et al. Absence from the prior art reference of any claimed element 
negates anticipation. See Rowe v. Dror, 42 U.S.P.Q.2d 1550, 1553 (Fed. Cir. 1997). 

Therefore, Applicants submit that Gofif et al. fails to anticipate independent claim 1, 
and thus the rejection under 35 U.S. C. 102(a) should be withdrawn and the claim allowed. 

Regarding independent claim 8, Goff et al. fails to disclose, teach of suggest a stalk of 
a contact assembly that includes a tip portion extending out of the housing. Fig. 4 of Goff et 
al. shows that the cam or tip portion 72 of the slide 58 is completely within the knob 52. In 
fact, to operate the knob 52 of Goff et al., the cam portion 72 must be inside of the knob 52 to 
engage the detents 76. 

Therefore, Goff et al. fails to anticipate independent claim 8 because the limitation of 
a tip portion extending out of the housing is not found in Goff et al. As such, the rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) should be withdrawn and claim 8 allowed. 

Dependent claims 2-7 and 9-14 are also allowable over Goff et al. for the same 
reasons discussed above for independent claims 1 and 8, respectively. Moreover, these 
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claims recite additional features further distinguishing them from the cited prior art, including 
Goff et al. For example, claim 2 recites that the tip portion extends out of the housing. As 
explained above, no portion of the slide 58 of Goff et al. extends outside of the knob 52. 
Claims 4 and 10 recite that a spring abuts against the tip portion. In contrast, the spring 66 
abuts member 60 of the slide 58 of Goff et al. opposite the cam or tip portion 72. The spring 
64 of Goff et al. does not engage the slide 58, contrary to the suggestion in the Office Action. 
Also, claims 5 and 1 1 recite that the spring is placed with a hollowed out interior of the shaft. 
In contrast, the spring 66 of Goff et al. abuts the end of the slide 58 and is not received within 
any portion of the slide 58. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 103 

Claims 5, 7, 11 and 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Goff et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,300,852 to Kato. As discussed above, Goff et al. 
fails to disclose, teach or suggest all of the claim limitations of independent claims 1 and 8. 
Therefore, a prima facie case of obviousness for dependent claims 5, 7, 11 and 13 has not 
been established. 

Moreover, Kato does not cure the deficiencies of Goff et al. Kato instead merely 
discloses a control lever rotatably supported by a housing 1 . Additionally, one skilled in the 
art would not be motivated to modify Goff et al. in view of Kato as suggested. Hollowing out 
the slider 58 of Goff et al. would not reduce the assembly size and would not work because 
the spring 66 has the same width as the slider 58, as seen in Fig. 4. 

Also, the Office Action fails to point to the feature of a boss located on the lever, as 
recited in claims 7 and 13 in either Goff et al. or Kato, and fails to suggest any motivation for 
using this feature with the cited prior art. Therefore, these claims are presumed allowable. 
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In view of the above, claims 5, 7, 11 and 13 are allowable over Goff et aL and Kato, 
or any combination thereof. Thus, the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) should be withdrawn. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicants acknowledge and appreciate the indication of allowable subject matter in 
dependent claims 3 and 9. 

In view of the foregoing. Applicants submit that claims 1-14 are in allowable 
condition. Prompt and favorable action is respectfully solicited. 

Please charge any shortage of fees or credit any overpayment thereof to BLANK 
ROME, LLP, Deposit Account No. 23-2185 (115787-00110). Any fee due is authorized 


BLANK ROME LLP 
600 New Hampshire Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20037 
(202) 772-5800 

Dated: February 4, 2005 


above. 


RespectfiiUy submitted. 



Tara L. Hoffman 
Reg. No. 46,510 
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